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ABSTRACT
Digital platforms are often theorized as universal drivers of political polarization, yet empirical patterns remain inconsistent 
across countries. Leveraging the natural‐experiment logic of Sweden's and Finland's simultaneous 2022 NATO applications and 
the NATO–Turkey diplomatic crisis, this study examines how national political cultures condition the enactment of identical 
Twitter/X affordances. Using a most‐similar systems design, it analyzes geolocated posts from the Nordic Tweet Stream 
(January 2022–May 2023). Communicative structure is measured through participation inequality (Gini; top‐share‐of‐voice), 
and communicative behavior through @mention and #hashtag densities, complemented by qualitative profiling and a sup
plementary stance and framing analysis. Sweden exhibits a more concentrated, broadcast‐leaning configuration (Gini = 0.59; 
top 1% produce 34.1%; lower mention/hashtag densities), whereas Finland shows a more distributed structure with higher 
interaction/coordination proxies (Gini = 0.46; top 1% produce 20.4%; higher densities). A stance analysis reveals that both 
publics support NATO accession, with anti‐accession sentiment absent; the divergence lies not in substantive political position 
but in communicative repertoire, with Swedish discourse dominated by adversarial‐blame framing and Finnish discourse by 
analytical‐informational framing (χ2 = 117.40, p < 0.001). The findings support a “cultural filter” operating as a framing 
selector, linking political culture to divergent configurations of platformed publics.

摘要
数字平台常被理论化为政治极化的普遍驱动力, 但各国呈现出的实证模式并不一致。本研究利用瑞典和芬兰在2022年同时申 
请加入北约以及随之而来的北约‐土耳其外交危机这一自然实验契机, 考察了国家政治文化如何制约Twitter/X平台相同功能特 
性的具体实践。研究采用“最相似系统设计”, 分析了来自“北欧推文流” (Nordic Tweet Stream, 涵盖2022年1月至2023年5月) 中 
带有地理位置信息的帖子。研究通过参与不平等指标 (基尼系数；头部用户声量占比) 衡量传播结构, 通过@提及(mention)和 
#标签(hashtag)的密度衡量传播行为, 并辅以定性特征分析以及立场与框架分析。结果显示, 瑞典呈现出一种更为集中、偏向 
广播式传播的格局 (基尼系数=0.59；前1%用户贡献了34.1%的内容；提及/标签密度较低) ；相比之下, 芬兰则呈现出一种更 
为分散的结构, 且互动与协作指标更高 (基尼系数=0.46；前1%用户贡献了20.4%的内容；密度较高) 。立场分析表明, 两国民 
众均支持加入北约, 未见反对加入的情绪；分歧不在于实质性的政治立场, 而在于传播模式:瑞典的舆论主要由“对抗性指责” 
框架主导, 而芬兰则以“分析性信息”框架为主(χ2 = 117.40, p < 0.001)。研究结果支持了“文化过滤器”作为框架选择机制发挥 
作用的观点, 即政治文化将政治背景与平台化公众的迥异格局联系了起来。

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided 
the original work is properly cited. 
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RESUMEN
Las plataformas digitales suelen considerarse impulsoras universales de la polarización política, pero los patrones empíricos 
siguen siendo inconsistentes entre países. Aprovechando la lógica del experimento natural de las solicitudes simultáneas de 
Suecia y Finlandia para ingresar en la OTAN en 2022 y la crisis diplomática entre la OTAN y Turquía, este estudio examina 
cómo las culturas políticas nacionales condicionan la puesta en práctica de funcionalidades idénticas en Twitter/X. Mediante 
un diseño de sistemas de máxima similitud, se analizan publicaciones geolocalizadas del flujo de tweets nórdicos (enero de 2022 
a mayo de 2023). La estructura comunicativa se mide a través de la desigualdad de participación (Gini; cuota de voz principal), y 
el comportamiento comunicativo a través de las densidades de menciones (@) y hashtags (#), complementadas con perfiles 
cualitativos y un análisis suplementario de postura y encuadre. Suecia presenta una configuración más concentrada y orientada 
a la difusión (Gini = 0,59; el 1% superior produce el 34,1%; menor densidad de menciones/hashtags), mientras que Finlandia 
muestra una estructura más distribuida con mayores proxies de interacción/coordinación (Gini = 0,46; el 1% superior produce 
el 20,4%; mayor densidad). Un análisis de postura revela que ambos públicos apoyan la adhesión a la OTAN, sin sentimiento en 
contra de la adhesión; la divergencia no radica en la posición política sustantiva sino en el repertorio comunicativo, con el 
discurso sueco dominado por un encuadre de confrontación‐culpabilización y el discurso finlandés por un encuadre analítico‐ 
informativo (χ2 = 117,40, p < 0,001). Los hallazgos respaldan un "filtro cultural" que opera como selector de encuadre, 
vinculando la cultura política con configuraciones divergentes de públicos en plataformas.

1 | Introduction 

In May 2022, the geopolitical architecture of Europe shifted 
decisively when Sweden and Finland simultaneously applied for 
NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) membership. This 
decision marked the end of decades and, in Sweden's case, cen
turies of military non‐alignment. The diplomatic process was 
meticulously coordinated: the two Nordic neighbors announced 
their intentions in tandem, submitted their letters of application 
together, and engaged in joint negotiations with the alliance's 
member states. Yet, while the diplomatic protocols were identical, 
the digital realities in the two nations were radically different.

As the applications stalled due to objections from Turkey, 
public attention to the veto unfolded online in both countries. 
Yet the structure of participation and the enactment of basic 
Twitter/X affordances in geolocated discourse differed mark
edly between Sweden and Finland.

This divergence presents a unique natural experiment for political 
communication scholars. Both nations are advanced social 
democracies with high internet penetration; both faced the same 
external crisis; and both publics debated the issue on the same 
global platform (Twitter/X). Previous cross‐national research also 
shows that shared technological shocks can yield different political 
communication patterns across countries, as seen in how parlia
mentary AI framing shifted after ChatGPT in uneven ways (Suter 
et al. 2025). If, as technological determinists argue, the affordances 
of social media inevitably force discourse toward polarization and 
conflict (van Dijck and Poell 2013), why did the Finnish sphere 
exhibit more distributed participation and higher interaction/coor
dination proxies, while the Swedish sphere exhibited more con
centrated participation and lower interaction/coordination proxies?

2 | The Theoretical Tension: Platform Versus 
Culture 

This study engages with a central tension in the field of 
computer‐mediated communication, specifically the conflict 

between technological determinism and social shaping 
of technology. A dominant strand of literature suggests 
that Twitter logic, which is characterized by speed, brevity, 
and affective virality, structurally incentivizes polarization 
(Tufekci 2017). From this perspective, the distinct Swedish 
configuration was an inevitable byproduct of bringing a 
complex diplomatic crisis onto a platform whose affordances 
and ranking logics are often argued to reward affective, 
rapid, and visibility‐oriented messaging.

However, a counter‐perspective argues for the persistence of 
national containers (Wahl‐Jorgensen 2019). This view suggests 
that digital platforms are not autonomous ecosystems but are 
embedded within, and shaped by, national political cultures. 
Historically, both Sweden and Finland exemplify the demo
cratic corporatist model (Hallin and Mancini 2004), character
ized by high press freedom, a culture of political compromise, 
and strong institutional trust. Against this shared baseline, the 
distinct composition of Sweden's civil society (specifically its 
diasporic political activism) and Finland's security culture 
(characterized by existential consensus) acted as distinct filters 
that overrode the platform's default settings in divergent ways.

2.1 | The Research Gap 

While there is extensive literature on platformed polarization (e.g., 
Papacharissi 2015) and strategic narratives (Miskimmon 
et al. 2013), most studies focus on single‐nation case studies or 
broad global trends. There is a paucity of comparative research that 
isolates the platform effect from the culture effect by analyzing 
how two culturally similar nations react to an identical stimulus on 
the same platform. Even within broadly similar Western democ
racies, digital political ecosystems can diverge systematically, 
indicating that national contexts shape how digital infrastructures 
organize and amplify political communication (Heft et al. 2020).

To address this gap, this study utilizes a comparative dataset 
from the Nordic Tweet Stream (NTS) to map the structural and 
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behavioral dynamics of the 2022–2023 NATO bid. By treating 
the two nations as distinct network ecologies, I aim to dis
entangle the technological from the cultural. This article con
tributes a meso‐level theory, the cultural filter, that explains 
how political communication norms condition the enactment of 
platform affordances during geopolitical crises.

2.1.1 | Main Research Question 

How do national political cultures and platform affordances 
interact to shape the structural and behavioral dynamics of dig
ital public spheres during a shared geopolitical crisis?

3 | Theoretical Framework 

To understand the divergent digital trajectories of the Swedish 
and Finnish NATO bids, this study integrates three strands of 
theory: strategic narratives (the state's intent), networked public 
spheres (the communicative environment), and platform theory 
(the technological mediator). I argue that while social media 
platforms provide a shared technological architecture, the 
structural and behavioral dynamics of the public sphere are 
ultimately shaped by a cultural filter, which is a meso‐level 
sociotechnical mechanism that determines how platform af
fordances are enacted by users.

3.1 | Strategic Narratives and Networked 
Counter‐Publics 

In international relations, states rely on strategic narratives to 
maintain domestic consensus and project legitimacy (Miskimmon 
et al. 2013). The coordinated NATO applications of Sweden and 
Finland in 2022 represented a profound narrative shift, moving 
both nations from military non‐alignment to alliance. Tradition
ally, such shifts were controlled by gatekeeping institutions, such 
as the state media, political parties, and expert authorities, which 
maintained coherence.

However, digitalization has eroded this narrative monopoly. 
While the Habermasian public sphere presupposes rational‐ 
critical debate (Habermas 1989), contemporary publics 
increasingly operate as networked publics (Boyd 2010; 
Castells 2009), where digital infrastructures enable non‐state 
actors to bypass gatekeepers. As Zuckerman (2014) empha
sized, deliberation is not an automatic outcome of networked 
participation; civic voice in a competitive digital public 
sphere can be uneven, fragmented, and difficult to sustain as 
disciplined debate. These new spaces foster networked 
counter‐publics (Fraser 1990) capable of reframing geo
political events in real time.

In the Nordic context, this tension is particularly salient: while 
governments sought to frame NATO accession as a bureaucratic 
security necessity, counter‐publics, such as diasporic activists, 
ideological networks, or grassroots actors, could mobilize 
alternative interpretations. The extent of their influence, how
ever, depends not only on their mobilization capacity but also 
on how platform affordances are enacted within each national 
political culture.

3.2 | Platformed Polarization: The Algorithm as 
Actor 

Platform theory posits that digital infrastructures are not neutral 
conduits but active shapers of communicative behavior. van 
Dijck and Poell (2013) identify Twitter logic as a constellation of 
affordances, such as programmability, popularity, and connec
tivity, that privilege immediacy, affect, and virality. These affor
dances incentivize broadcast‐style communication, amplifying 
rapid, emotive statements over dialogic engagement.

In high‐stakes geopolitical crises, these dynamics favor the 
emergence of affective publics (Papacharissi 2015), where 
communication becomes a vehicle for identity signaling rather 
than deliberation. A small but hyperactive minority can domi
nate visibility (Tufekci 2017), potentially creating a heightened 
perception of controversy or instability in platform‐visible dis
course. From a technologically determinist perspective, such 
dynamics should manifest uniformly across similar users en
gaging with the same platform affordances.

Yet Sweden and Finland, two culturally and institutionally 
similar nations experiencing the same crisis at the same 
moment on the same platform, did not exhibit parallel digital 
outcomes. This divergence challenges the assumption that 
platform logic alone determines communicative patterns.

3.3 | Affordances as Enacted Potentials: 
Constraint, Enablement, and Actualization 

To move beyond technological determinism, it is necessary to 
conceptualize affordances not as fixed properties of platforms 
but as relational and enacted potentials. As Evans et al. (2017) 
argue, affordances neither compel nor prohibit action; rather, 
they shape a field of possibilities that is interpreted differently 
depending on the user's social and cultural environment. This 
means that the same technological feature, such as a retweet 
button, a hashtag field, or an @mention function, can be 
actualized in markedly different ways across contexts.

This distinction is crucial for understanding the divergence 
between Sweden and Finland. Although both publics engaged 
with the identical affordances of Twitter/X during the NATO 
crisis, the ways in which these affordances were enacted dif
fered sharply. In the Swedish case, users interpreted platform 
features in ways that foregrounded amplification, virality, and 
one‐to‐many broadcasting. These enactments aligned with the 
communicative repertoire of conflict‐oriented counter‐publics, 
resulting in high‐volume, low‐interaction patterns that 
increased the visibility of dissenting or contestatory messaging 
in the observed stream. In Finland, by contrast, the same af
fordances were mobilized to support dialog, referencing, and 
elite signaling, consistent with a political culture that privileges 
consensus and institutional authority. Here, affordances were 
interpreted not as tools for broadcasting but as instruments for 
coordination, referencing, and social alignment.

Thus, platform affordances do not operate autonomously. Their 
effects emerge only through culturally situated practices that 
determine which potential actions are seen as legitimate, 
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strategic, or socially appropriate. The observed divergence 
between a more concentrated, broadcast‐leaning configuration 
in Sweden and a more distributed, address/coordination‐ 
leaning configuration in Finland, therefore, reflects not tech
nological difference but variation in how communities actualize 
the very same communicative possibilities embedded in the 
platform.

To avoid conflating explanation levels, this study separates three 
analytically distinct components of platformed politics. Political 
culture refers to macro‐level civic and institutional norms that 
define legitimate repertoires of public expression. Actor ecology 
refers to the meso‐level composition of influential participants 
who become central under those norms (e.g., experts/institutions 
vs. activist amplification networks). Affordance enactment refers 
to micro‐level behavioral actualization of platform features (e.g., 
@mentions and #hashtags) through which actors pursue visi
bility, coordination, or dialog. The cultural filter links these levels 
by translating macro norms into patterned actor prominence and 
affordance use.

3.4 | The Cultural Filter: A Meso‐Level 
Sociotechnical Mediator 

To account for why identical technological affordances pro
duced markedly different digital ecologies in Sweden and Fin
land, I conceptualize the cultural filter as a meso‐level 
sociotechnical mediator that shapes how users interpret and 
enact platform affordances. Consistent with this logic, cross‐ 
national evidence shows that countries can respond to the same 
external trigger with different dominant frames and commu
nication patterns (Suter et al. 2025). Unlike the macro‐level 
features of political culture or the micro‐level interactional 
behaviors of individual users, the cultural filter operates at an 
intermediate level, translating broad societal norms into pat
terned communicative practices. It represents the mechanism 
through which political culture becomes materially conse
quential in digital environments.

The cultural filter functions by structuring the interpretive 
horizon through which platform affordances acquire meaning. 
It shapes what forms of expression are perceived as legitimate, 
what communicative strategies are socially rewarded, and 
which actors are authorized to define or contest narratives. 
Because actor ecologies structure whose voices become dis
proportionately visible, they carry policy‐relevant consequences 
for informational inequality, discursive capture during crises, 
and the capacity of institutions to sustain trustworthy crisis 
governance under platform conditions. In this sense, the cul
tural filter determines which affordances are rendered salient, 
for example, activated, foregrounded, and socially amplified, 
and which remain latent or underutilized, even though they are 
technically available to all users. Through this mediating role, 
the cultural filter links platform design to emergent commu
nicative norms without collapsing either into the other.

If the cultural filter operates as a meso‐level sociotechnical 
mediator, it should leave three observable signatures in plat
form data under constant platform architecture and a shared 
crisis stimulus: (1) Actor authorization: the accounts occupying 
the network's apex should differ systematically in role type (e.g., 
activist amplification vs. expert/institutional signaling); (2) Af
fordance selection: the same technical features (e.g., @mentions 
and #hashtags) should be foregrounded or underutilized in 
patterned ways across contexts; (3) Structure–behavior coupling: 
participation inequality should covary with a broadcast orien
tation in some contexts but with higher address/coordination 
proxies in others. The cultural filter claim is weakened if these 
signatures do not appear, if they reverse across cases, or if cross‐ 
national differences disappear once the upper tail of hyperactive 
users is removed.

Work on civic identity and the organizational bases of civic 
engagement suggests that how people participate (and what 
they see as legitimate participation) is patterned rather than 
platform‐dictated, lending support to a cultural‐filter mecha
nism (Wells 2014). The mechanism can be visualized as seen in 
Figure 1.

FIGURE 1 | The cultural filter as a sociotechnical mediator (Source: Author's own work). This model illustrates how the “cultural filter” splits the 
shared technological potential of the platform into divergent network outcomes (oligarchy vs. resilience) based on national context. 
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Figure 1 is not only illustrative but also specifies testable 
implications: cross‐national divergence should appear in (a) 
apex actor composition, (b) affordance enactment patterns, and 
(c) the coupling between concentration and interaction.

Applied to the present case, the cultural filter helps explain why 
Sweden's digital sphere skewed toward high‐volume broad
casting, while Finland's maintained a more distributed and 
elite‐centered structure with higher address/coordination 
proxies. In Sweden, a politically mobilized diasporic civil society 
interpreted platform affordances in ways that foregrounded 
visibility, repetition, and confrontational expression. These en
actments are consistent with a shift toward concentrated output 
and broadcast‐leaning affordance use in the observed proxies. 
In Finland, by contrast, longstanding norms of security con
sensus and trust in institutional expertise led users to actualize 
affordances that facilitated referencing, coordination, and dis
cursive discipline. The resulting communicative patterns 
reflected not the deterministic force of platform logic, but the 
culturally mediated enactment of its affordances.

By theorizing the cultural filter as a meso‐level mechanism, this 
study identifies how national political cultures condition the 
translation of digital affordances into observable network out
comes. This conceptualization makes it possible to understand 
the Swedish and Finnish cases not as anomalies within a uni
form digital environment, but as culturally differentiated en
actments of the same technological architecture.

While research on networked publics (Boyd 2010), affective pub
lics (Papacharissi 2015), and affordance actualization (Evans 
et al. 2017) has shown that digital communication is shaped by 
social context, these approaches tend to examine either micro‐level 
interpretive practices or macro‐level platform architectures. What 
remains undertheorized is the meso‐level cultural infrastructure 
that conditions how platform affordances are interpreted as 
legitimate, strategic, or socially appropriate forms of action. The 
cultural filter advances this gap by conceptualizing political cul
ture as an organizing schema, analogous to interpretive commu
nities or normative communication ecologies, that shapes not 
merely what publics believe but how they communicate. Unlike 
existing frameworks, which emphasize emotional expression or 
technological invitation, the cultural filter identifies the mecha
nism through which collective expectations, civic repertoires, and 
historical norms selectively amplify, suppress, or redirect the af
fordances available to users. In this sense, the cultural filter ex
plains why identical affordances are enacted differently across 
contexts and provides a generative framework for comparative 
analyses of divergent digital public spheres.

3.5 | Natural Experiment Logic: A Most‐Similar 
Systems Design 

The simultaneous NATO applications of Sweden and Finland 
create an unusually strong basis for comparative inference, of
fering what is effectively a natural experiment in how platform 
affordances interact with national political cultures. The two 
countries present a textbook case of a most‐similar systems 
design, consistent with Mill's Method of Difference (Mill 1843): 
they share a wide range of structural, institutional, and 

technological characteristics, yet their digital public spheres 
diverged sharply during the same geopolitical crisis.

Across both nations, the relevant contextual conditions remained 
constant. Users engaged with the identical platform architecture of 
Twitter/X, which features the same affordances and algorithmic 
logics. They did so within the same temporal window and under 
the same geopolitical stimulus, which was Turkey's objections to 
their NATO bids. Both societies exhibit high levels of digital lit
eracy, robust internet access, and media systems rooted in the 
democratic corporatist tradition. These similarities limit the set of 
plausible explanations for divergent communicative outcomes.

Against this shared backdrop, Sweden and Finland differ in 
systematically meaningful ways that map onto theoretical ex
pectations regarding the cultural filter. These differences are 
rooted in divergent historical trajectories of military non‐ 
alignment and in the distinct configurations of elite debate that 
shaped each country's path to the 2022 NATO application.

Finland's relationship with neutrality has been fundamentally 
conditioned by its geopolitical proximity to Russia. The doctrine of 
“Finlandization,” a pragmatic accommodation of Soviet security 
interests in exchange for sovereignty, shaped decades of foreign‐ 
policy discourse in which elite consensus and restraint in security 
matters were treated as existential necessities rather than ideolog
ical preferences (Arter 2023). Although the post‐Cold War period 
loosened these constraints, Finland's political culture retained a 
deeply institutionalized expectation that security questions would 
be handled through cross‐party consensus and deference to expert 
authority (Arter 2013). When Russia's invasion of Ukraine cata
lyzed the 2022 NATO decision, Finnish elite alignment was swift 
and decisive: public opinion shifted from 28% support for NATO 
membership in January 2022 to 76% by May (Forsberg 2024), and 
the political establishment moved in near‐lockstep toward appli
cation, with President Niinistö playing a coordinating role that 
emphasized national unity over partisan differentiation.

Sweden's non‐alignment, by contrast, was historically framed not 
as geopolitical pragmatism but as an ideological commitment to 
being a cornerstone of Social Democratic identity and a marker 
of Sweden's self‐image as a moral great power. The decision to 
abandon this tradition in 2022 therefore carried deeper partisan 
implications. The ruling Social Democrats, who had long defined 
Swedish neutrality, reversed their position under intense geo
political pressure, creating visible fractures at the elite level. 
Opposition parties seized on the shift, and the accession process 
became entangled with domestic partisan dynamics, including 
criticism of Prime Minister Andersson's leadership and Turkey 
policy concessions. Furthermore, Sweden's larger and more 
politically active diasporic communities, particularly Kurdish 
and Turkish diaspora groups with direct stakes in the Turkey 
veto question, introduced additional voices and grievances into 
the public debate (Baser 2015; Candidatu et al. 2019).

These divergent trajectories produce systematically different 
communicative environments. In Finland, the rapid consolida
tion of elite consensus and the institutional expectation of unity 
in security matters create a context in which security‐oriented 
communicative discipline is likely to prevail, and in which 
platform affordances are more likely to be enacted through 
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analytical and address‐oriented registers. In Sweden, the partisan 
contestation surrounding the accession decision and the presence 
of mobilized diasporic counter‐publics render the digital public 
sphere more permeable to conflictual, adversarial discourses 
even when the underlying substantive position (support for 
NATO membership) is broadly shared. It is this configuration of 
political culture, rather than any difference in platform archi
tecture, that the cultural filter is theorized to mediate.

By holding technological, temporal, and geopolitical conditions 
constant while allowing political culture to vary, this compar
ative design strengthens the causal claim that divergent digital 
ecologies emerge not from differences in platform features, but 
from differences in how those features are interpreted and en
acted. The natural experiment thus underscores the central role 
of the cultural filter as the mechanism through which platform 
affordances are translated into distinct structural and behav
ioral patterns during geopolitical crises. From a Deweyan per
spective, publics crystallize around problem situations; the 
NATO–Turkey crisis can be read as a shared problem that 
generated public formation on platforms while still allowing 
divergent national trajectories (Farrell 2014).

A most‐similar systems design reduces, but does not eliminate, 
alternative explanations. Accordingly, this study treats three threats 
as first‐order concerns and addresses them through robustness 
checks. First, sampling/keyword bias: because retrieval relies on 
endonyms (Turkiet/Turkki) and the Finnish term is polysemous, 
results are evaluated for sensitivity to preprocessing and potential 
query artifacts. Second, automation exposure: because crisis dis
course can be distorted by semi‐automated or campaign‐style ac
counts, the analysis explicitly tests whether core patterns persist 
beyond the upper tail of hyperactive users and examines super‐user 
role profiles. Third, event‐window sensitivity: because crisis 
intensity fluctuates around key diplomatic moments, findings are 
checked for stability under narrower and broader temporal 
boundaries. Together these checks aim to strengthen inference 
while avoiding causal overclaiming.

3.6 | Hypothesis Development 

Based on this theoretical interaction between platform affor
dances and national political cultures, this study proposes two 
hypotheses regarding the structure and behavior of the digital 
public sphere:

H1 (Actor authorization and structure). Under identical 
platform affordances and a shared geopolitical shock, distinct 
political cultures will yield distinct participation inequalities and 
apex actor profiles. Specifically, a conflict‐oriented repertoire will be 
associated with a more concentrated distribution of voice (higher 
participation inequality) and an apex dominated by activist‐ 
amplification or campaign‐style accounts, whereas a consensus‐ 
oriented repertoire will be associated with a more distributed 
structure and an apex anchored by expert and institutional signaling.

H2 (Affordance enactment under identical constraints). 
Holding platform architecture and governance context constant, 
national political cultures will be associated with systematically 
different enactments of identical Twitter/X affordances during the 

same geopolitical shock. Specifically, conflict‐oriented repertoires will 
be associated with enactments that privilege one‐to‐many signaling 
(lower @mention density and weaker discursive coordination via 
#hashtags), whereas consensus‐oriented repertoires will be associated 
with enactments that privilege dialogic addressing and coordinated 
referencing (higher @mention density and higher #hashtag density). 
This claim is weakened if affordance‐use distributions converge 
across cases or if the observed differences disappear when the upper 
tail of hyperactive accounts is removed.

4 | Methodology 

To isolate the interaction between platform affordances and 
national political cultures, this study relies on a comparative 
dataset derived from the NTS. The NTS is a longitudinal mon
itor corpus of geolocated tweets from the Nordic region, oper
ating under the FAIR Data Principles (Findable, Accessible, 
Interoperable, Reusable) and covering the period from January 
2013 to May 2023 (Laitinen et al. 2018; Wilkinson et al. 2016). 
The corpus is accessed through a dedicated research interface 
(https://nordictweetstream.fi).

This data source was selected for two reasons. First, unlike 
standard API scrapes, which often lack historical depth, the NTS 
offers a stable, decade‐long baseline of digital activity. Second, its 
focus on geolocated metadata allows for a precise segmentation 
of Swedish versus Finnish discourse, mitigating the truth fallacy 
(Rissanen 2018) by acknowledging that the data represent a 
specific, verifiable subset of the population rather than a nebu
lous global aggregate.

A known limitation of the NTS is its reliance on geolocated 
tweets, which represent a small and non‐random subset of 
overall Twitter/X activity. Research consistently estimates that 
fewer than 1%–3% of tweets carry precise geolocation metadata 
(Huang and Carley 2020), and users who enable geotagging may 
differ systematically from those who do not in terms of demo
graphics, digital literacy, or communicative intent (Sloan and 
Morgan 2015). This raises the possibility that the geolocated 
corpus captures a particular segment of each national public 
rather than a representative cross‐section. However, several 
considerations mitigate this concern for the present study. First, 
the comparative design does not require that either national 
sample be independently representative of its broader Twitter 
population; it requires that the geolocated subsets be comparably 
constructed across the two countries, which the NTS's uniform 
collection protocol ensures. Second, the geolocation filter pro
vides a methodological advantage that offsets its coverage limi
tation: it enables unambiguous national attribution of tweets, 
eliminating the classification noise that arises from language‐ 
based or self‐reported location heuristics. Third, the core findings 
concern relational contrasts between the two national samples 
(inequality ratios, density differentials, framing distributions) 
rather than absolute prevalence estimates, which reduces the 
inferential vulnerability to non‐representativeness. Nevertheless, 
the findings should be interpreted as characterizing geolocated 
crisis discourse rather than the full spectrum of Swedish and 
Finnish Twitter activity, and future research using non‐ 
geolocated datasets could usefully test whether the patterns 
documented here generalize beyond the geotagged population.
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4.1 | Data Collection and Pre‐Processing 

Data collection focused on the geopolitical window of the 
2022–2023 NATO application crisis, capturing the period during 
which negotiations between Sweden, Finland, and Turkey gen
erated sustained diplomatic friction and public debate. Tweets 
were retrieved from the NTS using the endonyms for Turkey in 
each national language (Turkiet for Sweden and Turkki for Fin
land), allowing for the systematic extraction of discourse directly 
referencing the geopolitical actor central to the crisis. Because 
keyword sampling can shape who enters the dataset and what 
kinds of discourse are captured, the analysis treats the search 
terms as a potential source of bias rather than a neutral pipeline. 
The Finnish polysemy correction reduces non‐geopolitical con
tamination; additionally, the interpretation emphasizes cross‐case 
patterning in structure–behavior metrics, not absolute volume 
differences, and is supported by sensitivity checks to ensure that 
the core divergences are not artifacts of the retrieval term.

To validate the temporal boundaries of this study and visually 
confirm the ‘shock’ nature of the crisis, I plotted the daily fre
quency of tweets containing the target keywords across the full 
10‐year span of the Nordic Tweet Stream (2013–2023). Figure 2
illustrates this longitudinal trajectory. The visualization clearly 
illustrates the natural experiment nature of the event. For 
nearly a decade, the volume of tweets regarding Turkey 
(Turkiet/Turkki) was relatively low and stable in both countr
ies, reflecting routine diplomatic relations. Then, in early 2022, 
there was a massive, synchronous explosion of activity in both 
nations, corresponding to the NATO application. This simul
taneous structural break confirms that both public spheres were 
reacting to an identical external stimulus, validating the com
parative design. However, as the subsequent analysis reveals, 
the scale of this reaction differed dramatically.

The timeline reveals a baseline of low activity followed by a 
synchronized structural break in 2022, triggered by the NATO 

application crisis. The divergence in peak volume between 
Sweden (blue) and Finland (orange) illustrates the disparity in 
observed tweet volume.

A particular methodological challenge arose in the Finnish 
dataset due to the polysemy of the keyword “turkki,” which 
denotes both “Turkey” and “fur.” To ensure semantic precision 
and prevent contamination of the analysis with non‐geopolitical 
content, a targeted exclusion procedure was developed. Finnish 
tweets were screened for biological or zoological context 
markers that unambiguously signaled references to animal fur 
rather than the nation‐state. Terms such as koira (dog), kissa 
(cat), eläin (animal), karva (hair/fur), lämmin (warm), and 
kiiltää (shine) functioned as reliable indicators of non‐political 
usage. For example, excluded tweets included statements such 
as “Lämmin turkki koiralle talveksi” (A warm fur coat for the 
dog for winter) and “Kissan turkki kiiltää auringossa” (The cat's 
fur shines in the sun), which are clearly unrelated to Turkey 
or NATO.

This semantic‐cleaning procedure removed approximately 6% of 
the initial Finnish dataset, reducing the corpus to 1297 geo
politically relevant tweets. The Swedish dataset required no 
such filtering and contained 8437 tweets after basic preproces
sing. By documenting both the pre‐ and post‐filtering counts 
and providing illustrative examples of excluded texts, this 
approach enhances the transparency and reproducibility of the 
data‐preparation process while ensuring that only tweets 
directly relevant to the NATO–Turkey diplomatic context were 
retained for analysis.

The substantial difference in corpus size between Sweden (8437 
tweets) and Finland (1297 tweets) warrants explicit discussion. 
Several factors plausibly contribute to this asymmetry. First, 
Sweden's population is approximately twice that of Finland 
(10.5 vs. 5.5 million), and its Twitter/X user base is corre
spondingly larger. Second, and more consequentially, the 

FIGURE 2 | Longitudinal daily tweet volume (2013–2023). (Source: Author's own work). 
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political‐cultural dynamics outlined in Section 3.5 suggest that 
Sweden's contested accession path and mobilized diasporic 
communities generated higher volumes of crisis‐related posting, 
particularly from high‐volume campaign‐style accounts. The 
single most active Swedish user (OveTollerz) alone contributed 
1781 tweets, a figure exceeding the entire Finnish corpus. Third, 
differences in the prevalence of geotagging between Swedish 
and Finnish Twitter users may contribute to differential capture 
rates in the NTS. Importantly, the analytical strategy of this 
study is designed to accommodate rather than obscure this 
asymmetry. The core metrics, including the Gini coefficient, 
share‐of‐voice percentages, and per‐tweet density measures for 
@mentions and #hashtags, are normalized or proportional by 
construction, enabling meaningful cross‐national comparison 
regardless of absolute volume differences. The volume disparity 
is itself analytically informative: it is consistent with the theo
retical expectation that conflict‐oriented political cultures gen
erate more concentrated, high‐volume activity during crises.

4.2 | Metrics: Operationalizing Structure and 
Behavior 

To test the hypotheses concerning structural concentration (H1) 
and communicative behavior (H2), I operationalized the digital 
public sphere using a set of metrics drawn from network sci
ence and econometrics. These measures were selected for their 
conceptual alignment with the theoretical distinctions at the 
core of this study, namely, oligarchic versus egalitarian network 
structures and broadcasting versus address/coordination‐ 
oriented communicative practices.

The cultural filter is evaluated through three observable signa
tures. Signature 1 (actor authorization) is operationalized by 
identifying the most structurally and/or volumetrically domi
nant accounts (e.g., top 1% by output; and where available, 
central or high‐visibility nodes) and profiling their role types 
(expert/institutional vs. activist amplification/campaign‐style). 
Signature 2 (affordance selection) is operationalized through 
@mention density and #hashtag density as indicators of 
addressing and discursive organization. Signature 3 
(structure–behavior coupling) is evaluated descriptively by ex
amining how interaction proxies vary with user activity/con
centration, including sensitivity analyses that remove the upper 
tail (e.g., top 1%) to test whether behavioral patterns persist 
beyond hyperactive accounts.

4.2.1 | Structural Inequality: The Gini Coefficient 

To capture the degree to which communicative output was 
concentrated among a small subset of users, I calculated the 
Gini coefficient for tweet production within each national da
taset. Although alternative inequality metrics such as the Theil 
or Hoover indices exist, the Gini coefficient remains the most 
widely used measure of distributional asymmetry in commu
nication research because it offers a single, interpretable 
parameter grounded in the Lorenz curve. Its sensitivity to the 
upper tail of the distribution makes it particularly well suited 
for detecting oligarchic network structures, where a small 
number of highly active users disproportionately shape the 
public sphere.

The Gini coefficient ranges from 0 (perfect equality, where all 
users contribute equally) to 1 (maximal inequality, where one 
user produces all content). A higher Gini value therefore indi
cates a more unequal communicative environment, consistent 
with the theoretical expectation of a winner‐takes‐all structure 
in conflict‐oriented digital publics. To complement this macro‐ 
level metric, I also calculated the Top 1% Share of Voice, defined 
as the percentage of total tweet volume generated by the most 
active 1% of users in each national sample. This secondary 
indicator offers a more intuitive illustration of concentration 
dynamics by quantifying the extent to which a small elite of 
super‐users dominated discursive production.

Together, these measures operationalize H1 by assessing 
whether Sweden and Finland exhibited structurally distinct 
communicative ecologies under identical platform conditions.

4.2.2 | Behavioral Interaction: Interaction and Coordination 
Indicators 

While structural concentration captures the distribution of com
municative power, the second hypothesis (H2) concerns the 
behavioral norms that emerge within these structures. To distin
guish broadcasting from deliberative interaction, I operationalized 
communicative behavior through two complementary indicators: 
mention density and hashtag density. To triangulate interaction 
quality beyond mentions and hashtags, I additionally measure 
reply share, defined as the proportion of tweets that are direct 
replies (i.e., posts with an in‐reply‐to relation). Replies provide a 
closer approximation of conversational turn‐taking than mentions 
alone because they indicate participation in an exchange thread 
rather than one‐off addressing. Higher reply share, therefore, 
suggests a more interaction‐oriented communicative environment, 
while lower reply share is consistent with broadcast‐dominant 
signaling. These metrics were selected because they map directly 
onto the conceptual distinction between one‐way signaling and 
reciprocal engagement that underpins the theoretical framework.

Mention density, the average number of @mentions per tweet, 
serves as a proxy for dialogic communication. Mentions require 
users to address or reference specific interlocutors, thereby 
signaling an orientation toward reciprocal exchange. Higher 
mention density therefore indicates a communicative environ
ment in which users engage one another directly, consistent 
with a more address‐ and coordination‐oriented public sphere. 
Conversely, low mention density reflects broadcasting behavior, 
where users issue statements without situating them within a 
relational network of dialog.

Hashtag density, measured as the average number of hashtags 
per tweet, captures the extent to which users engage in topic 
clustering and discursive organization. Hashtags are a self‐ 
organizing mechanism through which publics construct shared 
semantic frames, align around issues, and signal participation 
in broader conversations. A higher density of hashtags corre
sponds to a communicatively cohesive public, whereas sparse 
hashtag use suggests fragmented, individually oriented com
mentary consistent with broadcasting.

Although other behavioral metrics, such as retweet‐to‐tweet 
ratios, entropy measures, or community modularity, could also 
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provide insight, they speak to different theoretical constructs. 
Retweet ratios primarily capture amplification rather than 
interaction; entropy measures address lexical diversity; and 
modularity focuses on topological clustering rather than com
municative intent. In contrast, mention density and hashtag 
density directly operationalize the core theoretical distinction 
embedded in H2: whether users enact platform affordances in 
ways that privilege addressing/coordination or broadcasting.

Together, these behavioral indicators allow for a theoretically 
grounded assessment of whether the communicative dynamics 
in Sweden and Finland align with the expected consequences of 
their respective network structures.

Interaction indicators on Twitter/X are inherently polyfunctional: 
@mentions can signal genuine dialog, adversarial calling‐out, or 
coordinated targeting; #hashtags can represent discursive orga
nization, identity signaling, or campaign tagging; and replies can 
reflect conversational exchange but also conflict escalation. 
Accordingly, this study does not treat any single metric as a 
definitive measure of deliberation. Instead, the interpretation 
relies on convergent patterning across multiple indicators 
(mentions, hashtags, and reply share) and on the consistency of 
these patterns under robustness checks, while remaining cau
tious about normative claims regarding deliberative quality.

4.3 | Analytical Strategy 

The analytical design proceeds in three complementary phases, 
each corresponding to a different dimension of the theoretical 
framework. The first phase employs quantitative network mea
sures to evaluate whether Sweden and Finland exhibit distinct 
structural and behavioral patterns under identical platform 
conditions. The second phase provides qualitative insight into the 
actors driving these patterns, thereby linking macro‐level net
work dynamics to the micro‐level practices of influential users. 
The third phase conducts a supplementary stance and framing 
analysis on a stratified subsample to assess whether the observed 
cross‐national divergence reflects differences in substantive 
political position or in communicative repertoire.

In the quantitative phase, I compare the Gini coefficients, Top 1% 
Share of Voice, mention density, and hashtag density across the 
two national datasets. These indicators jointly operationalize the 
contrast between oligarchic versus egalitarian structures (H1) 
and broadcasting versus address/coordination‐oriented commu
nicative norms (H2). This phase allows for a systematic assess
ment of whether the two digital public spheres differ in ways 
consistent with the theorized effects of the cultural filter.

The qualitative phase focuses on the super‐users who dis
proportionately shape each national discourse. I conducted a tar
geted content analysis of the three most active accounts in each 
dataset, examining their posting history, rhetorical strategies, and 
communicative goals. These users were then classified into func
tional categories, such as institutional elite, expert commentator, 
activist, or spam‐activist, to contextualize the quantitative findings 
and illuminate the sociopolitical origins of structural divergence. 
This qualitative profiling provides an interpretive layer that iden
tifies the human drivers behind network‐level outcomes.

The stance and framing phase draws on a stratified subsample 
of crisis‐period tweets (n = 282 Swedish, n = 285 Finnish), 
coding each tweet along two dimensions: stance toward NATO 
accession (pro‐accession, anti‐accession, or non‐positional) 
and discursive framing mode (adversarial‐blame, analytical‐ 
informational, expressive‐evaluative, or mobilizational). This 
phase directly addresses whether the structural and behavioral 
divergences documented in the first two phases reflect sub
stantive political disagreement or different communicative 
repertoires applied to broadly similar positions.

It is important to note that the role classifications assigned to 
high‐volume accounts (e.g., “spam‐activist,” “elite/expert,” 
“citizen commentator”) are analytical labels derived from 
observable behavioral indicators, including posting frequency, 
content repetitiveness, network size, and rhetorical strategy. 
They describe posting patterns and communicative repertoires, 
not verified identities, organizational affiliations, or actor 
intentions. The study does not employ bot‐detection algorithms, 
and no claims are made about whether accounts are automated, 
coordinated, or acting on behalf of third parties. Where inter
pretive inferences are drawn (e.g., that a particular posting 
pattern is “consistent with” campaign‐style amplification), 
these are framed as plausible characterizations of observed 
behavior rather than definitive attributions of motivation.

To strengthen inference without implying deterministic cau
sality, three robustness checks address key alternative ex
planations. (1) Event‐window sensitivity: the main results are 
compared against narrower and broader windows around key 
diplomatic milestones to verify that inequality and interaction 
patterns are not timing artifacts. (2) Tail dependence/hyper
activity: because a small set of high‐frequency accounts can 
distort perceived public opinion, the analysis re‐estimates key 
behavioral indicators after removing the top 1% of users by 
activity to test whether interaction/coordination proxies differ 
materially once the upper tail is removed. (3) Automation ex
posure and campaign‐style activity: qualitative profiling of the 
most active accounts is used to classify whether apex positions 
are occupied by institutional/expert nodes or by high‐volume 
amplifier/campaign‐style actors. These checks are designed to 
evaluate whether observed differences reflect durable commu
nicative tendencies rather than methodological artifacts.

4.4 | Ethical Considerations 

The use of NTS data complies with the European Union's Digital 
Single Market directive (2019/790), specifically Title II, Article 
3.2, which authorizes text and data mining for scientific 
research. While the data are publicly available, I adhere to 
standard ethical guidelines by aggregating results where possi
ble and restricting qualitative profiling to public figures or high‐ 
volume accounts acting as public nodes in the network.

5 | Results: The Tale of Two Spheres 

The comparative analysis reveals a profound divergence in how 
the Swedish and Finnish digital public spheres reacted to the 
shared stimulus of the NATO application (Table 1). While both 
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nations utilized the same platform (Twitter/X) to navigate the 
same geopolitical crisis, the resulting network structures and 
behavioral norms were radically different.

The cross‐national contrasts in participation inequality and af
fordance enactment remain directionally stable under narrower 
windows centered on major diplomatic events as well as 
broader windows spanning the full crisis period, indicating that 
the divergence is not an artifact of the selected timeframe.

5.1 | Structure (Outcome): Participation 
Inequality 

The first phase of analysis sought to determine the concentra
tion of influence within the two national networks. Hypothesis 1 
posited that a conflict‐oriented political culture (Sweden) would 
produce an oligarchic structure. The data strongly support this 
hypothesis.

This expectation is grounded in the specific political–cultural 
configuration outlined in earlier sections: Sweden's partisan 
contestation over the NATO reversal and the presence of 
mobilized diasporic actors created conditions favorable to con
centrated, campaign‐style amplification, whereas Finland's 
rapid elite consensus and institutional expectations of security‐ 
policy cohesion would be expected to produce a more distrib
uted communicative ecology.

The Gini coefficient analysis reveals a stark participation 
inequality in the Swedish dataset (G = 0.59) compared to the 
more distributed Finnish dataset (G = 0.46).

5.1.1 | Interpreting the Lorenz Curves: The “Hockey Stick” 
Effect 

The shape of the Lorenz curves in Figure 3 reveals a critical 
structural distinction. The Swedish curve (blue) exhibits a 
pronounced hockey stick trajectory in its final decile. Statistical 
analysis confirms that the top 10% of Swedish users controlled 
56.3% of the total volume, creating a steep vertical slope con
sistent with a highly skewed output distribution in which a 
small fraction of users accounts for a large share of tweets 
(Barabási and Albert 1999). Such heavy‐tailed output patterns 
are often discussed in terms of rich‐get‐richer dynamics, but 
this study does not test network growth or attachment 

mechanisms; it documents distributional skew in observed 
activity. By contrast, the Finnish curve (orange) follows a 
smoother, more linear path (top 10% = 44.8% share), indicating 
a network where communicative power was not effectively 
captured by a single cluster but rather distributed across a 
broader coalition of elite participants.

While the Gini coefficient provides a macro‐level view of 
inequality, the “Top 1% Share of Voice” metric offers a more 
granular illustration of this disparity. Accordingly, the Swedish 
sphere was characterized by a winner‐takes‐all dynamic. The 
most active 1% of users in the Swedish dataset (N = 29) gener
ated 34.1% of the total tweet volume. This indicates that more 
than a third of the national discourse regarding Turkey was 
produced by fewer than 30 accounts. By contrast, the Finnish 
sphere exhibited significant structural resilience; the top 1% of 
users (N = 7) generated only 20.4% of the volume.

These findings suggest that the Swedish digital sphere was 
disproportionately driven by a hyperactive minority, creating a 
highly concentrated output distribution where a small number 
of actors could inflate perceived issue intensity in platform trace 
data. The Swedish distribution indicates that a small set of ac
counts accounts for a disproportionate share of output, which 
can affect perceived issue intensity in platform data. The 
Finnish sphere, conversely, remained relatively egalitarian, 
preventing any single cluster of actors from dominating the 
narrative.

These structural differences raise the question of who occupies 
the apex of each network. Oligarchic structures are not abstract 
distributions; they are produced by identifiable actors whose 
communicative repertoires shape the broader ecology. As 
shown in Table 2, the composition of these super‐users diverges 
sharply across cases: Sweden's apex is dominated by high‐ 
volume activist/campaign‐style accounts, while Finland's apex 
is anchored by institutional and expert figures. This distribution 
helps explain why subsequent behavioral patterns, broadcast‐ 
leaning affordance use in Sweden and higher address/coordi
nation proxy use in Finland, emerge from the structural logic 
described above. This matters because actor ecology is the 
mechanism through which structure becomes behavior: when 
apex positions are filled by campaign‐style high‐volume ac
counts, affordances are enacted as broadcasting; when apex 
positions are filled by experts and institutions, affordances are 
enacted as referencing, coordination, and dialogic addressing.

TABLE 1 | Descriptive statistics of the comparative dataset (January 2022–May 2023).

Metric Sweden Finland

Total tweets (N) 8437 1297
Unique users 2882 611
Gini coefficient (inequality) 0.59 (high inequality) 0.46 (moderate inequality)
Top 1% share of voice 34.1% (N = 29 users) 20.4% (N = 7 users)
Top 10% share of voice 56.3% 44.8%
Mentions per tweet (avg) 0.63 0.99
Hashtags per tweet (avg) 0.14 0.49

Source: Author's own work.
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5.2 | Affordance Enactment (Behavior): 
Broadcast‐Leaning Versus Address/Coordination‐ 
Leaning Affordance Use (Interaction Proxies) 

The second phase of analysis evaluates affordance enactment 
under identical platform constraints, as specified in H2. Using 
@mentions and #hashtags as indicators of dialogic addressing 
and discursive coordination, the analysis examines whether 
Sweden and Finland enacted the same Twitter/X features in 
systematically different ways during the same geopolitical 
shock. The interaction metrics provide evidence of a pro
nounced enactment divergence across the two national spheres.

If political culture shapes affordance enactment as theorized, the 
divergent elite configurations documented for Sweden and Fin
land should manifest not only in who speaks but also in how the 
platform's interactive features are used: the adversarial, broadcast‐ 
leaning repertoire associated with Sweden's contested accession 
path would predict lower engagement with addressing and 
coordination affordances, while Finland's consensus‐oriented 
trajectory would predict higher reliance on these features.

Figure 4 compares interaction indicators across the two national 
datasets, showing systematic differences in @mention density 
(addressing proxy) and #hashtag density (discursive coordination).

5.2.1 | Statistical Significance of the Interaction Gap 

The interaction gap illustrated in Figure 4 is not merely a visual 
trend but a divergence. A Mann–Whitney U test confirms that 

the difference in mention density between the two nations is 
highly significant (p < 0.001), as is the difference in hashtag 
usage (p < 0.001). The error bars (representing standard error) 
indicate that this behavior was consistent across the dataset 
rather than driven by outliers. This indicates systematic cross‐ 
national differences in affordance use: Sweden shows lower 
@mention and hashtag density, while Finland shows higher 
values on these interaction/coordination proxies.

Accordingly, the behavioral norms of the two nations were 
nearly inverted: 

• The Finnish interaction/coordination proxies: The Finnish 
sphere shows higher @mention density, with an average of 
0.99 mentions per tweet. This suggests that for nearly every 
tweet posted, a specific user was addressed or tagged, 
indicating a greater use of direct addressing via @mentions 
(an interaction proxy). Furthermore, the high hashtag 
density (0.49 per tweet) implies a community organizing 
around shared semantic markers (e.g., #NATO, #Turkki).

• The Swedish broadcast: The Swedish sphere, despite its 
higher volume, was interactionally impoverished. Users 
averaged only 0.63 mentions per tweet and a remarkably 
low 0.14 hashtags per tweet.

The highest‐volume accounts show lower use of direct 
addressing (@mentions) and discursive organization (#hash
tags), consistent with a more broadcast‐leaning posting style in 
these proxies.

FIGURE 3 | The Lorenz curve demonstrates the comparative inequality of tweet production in the dataset (Source: Author's own work). 
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To further illustrate how structural inequality translated into dis
tinct communicative practices, Figure 5 plots the relationship 
between individual users’ tweet volume and their dialogic engage
ment (mentions per tweet). The pattern reinforces the behavioral 
divergence identified above. In Sweden, high‐volume users over
whelmingly engaged in one‐directional broadcasting, producing 
large quantities of tweets with minimal interpersonal interaction. In 
Finland, even moderately active users maintained higher @mention 
use (and, where measured, reply participation), consistent with a 
more address‐ and coordination‐oriented repertoire shaped by elite‐ 
centered discourse. These distributions make visible the expectation 
in H2: the cultural filter conditions not only who dominates the 
network but also how they communicate within it.

Critically, when the top 1% of users by activity are removed from 
the Swedish dataset, overall volume declines sharply while the 
interaction/coordination proxies change only marginally. This 
indicates strong tail dependence in total output: a small set of highly 
active accounts contributes disproportionately to the observed vol
ume levels. At the same time, the lower @mention and hashtag 
densities are not explained solely by a handful of extreme accounts, 
as the proxy profile remains broadly similar after tail removal.

5.3 | Actor Ecology (Composition): Who Occupies 
the Apex 

To understand who drove these divergent structures, I con
ducted a granular profile analysis of the top‐volume users in 

each dataset. Table 2 summarizes the characteristics of these 
“super‐users,” classifying them based on their volume‐to‐ 
network ratio and content strategy.

Table 2 highlights a stark contrast in observable posting 
behavior. The labels assigned below describe communicative 
patterns rather than verified actor identities or motivations. The 
Swedish super‐users exhibit posting patterns consistent with the 
profile of high‐volume campaign‐style accounts: relatively small 
networks (e.g., OveTollerz, 839 followers) combined with ex
tremely high output volumes suggest a strategy of compensating 
for limited organic reach through repetitive posting. This pat
tern is consistent with high‐volume amplification and may 
inflate perceived issue intensity; however, the analysis does not 
directly test intent or coordinated manipulation.

In contrast, the Finnish list includes legitimate “elites” like 
AlanSalehzadeh (7000+ followers), a public intellectual whose 
high network size allows him to influence the debate without 
resorting to spam tactics. This is consistent with H1: Sweden's 
highest‐volume output is dominated by non‐institutional 
campaign‐style accounts, while Finland's top‐volume set 
includes more expert/institutional actors.

To understand the drivers of these divergent structures, I per
formed a qualitative content analysis of the top users in each 
dataset. This profiling reveals that the structural dominance in 
Sweden was driven by non‐institutional activists, whereas the 
Finnish sphere was led by established experts.

TABLE 2 | Profile of top 3 high‐volume users in Sweden and Finland.

User 
(anonymized) Country

Total 
tweets

Network size 
(followers)

Role 
classification Description

OveTollerz Sweden 1781 839 Spam‐Activist High‐frequency, repetitive posting of identical 
text blocks targeting officials. Low follower 
count suggests lack of organic influence; 
relies on volume to force visibility.

Barbara… Sweden 167 5003 Amplifier node Retweets and broadcasts headlines mixed 
with gibberish/code. Displays patterns 
consistent with automation or account 
compromise (e.g., repetitive/gibberish‐like 
output) while this study does not apply bot‐ 
detection methods.

teo_teo35 Sweden 130 1907 Single‐issue 
campaigner

Focused exclusively on spamming statistical/ 
political data logs. Operates as a broadcast 
station rather than a conversational partner.

xMUSTAFA… Finland 86 607 Political activist Engages in arguments using specific hashtags 
(#Turkki). Content is original and responsive, 
indicating genuine human activism rather 
than automation.

Mika_Kivi Finland 80 87 Citizen 
commentator

Low‐network user engaging in direct replies 
to news outlets. Represents grassroots 
deliberation rather than spam.

AlanSalehzadeh Finland 30 7431 Elite/Expert Verified/Public figure. A known researcher 
with a large network. Low volume (30 tweets) 
but high reach, indicating “Elite Signaling” 
rather than “Spamming.”

Source: Author's own work.
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FIGURE 4 | Comparative interaction metrics showing the density of @mentions (addressing) and #hashtags [topic clustering] per tweet (Source: 
Author's own work). 

FIGURE 5 | Behavioral divergence in affordance enactment: high‐volume broadcasting in Sweden versus address/coordination‐oriented use in 
Finland (Source: Author's own work). The scatterplots illustrate the relationship between structural concentration (tweet volume per user) and 
communicative behavior (mentions per tweet). The Swedish network exhibits a high‐volume, low‐interaction broadcasting pattern, while the Finnish 
network demonstrates moderate volume combined with higher @mention use. 
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5.3.1 | Sweden: The “Spam‐Activist” 

The primary driver of the Swedish structural skew was the user 
OveTollerz. This single account produced 1781 tweets within the 
sample period, which is an average volume that is consistent 
with highly routinized or assisted posting; the study does not 
apply bot‐detection methods. A content analysis of this user's 
output reveals a pattern of “spam‐activism” through the 
repeated posting of identical or near‐identical blocks of text 
targeting politicians and media outlets.

Excerpt (Sweden): Magdalena hindrar Sveriges NATO‐ 
anslutning. Avgå! Turkiet gillar inte Magdalena Andersson 
sedan hon köpt statsministerposten… Byt till M SD KD!

(Translation: Magdalena is blocking Sweden's NATO 
accession. Resign! Turkey does not like Magdalena An
dersson… Switch to [Opposition Parties]!)

This user exemplifies the counter‐public actor described in the 
theoretical framework by utilizing the platform's affordances to 
bypass gatekeepers and flood the zone with partisan messaging. 
This posting style is consistent with one‐to‐many signaling 
rather than conversational exchange in the interaction proxies; 
the analysis does not infer actor intent.

5.3.2 | Finland: The “Expert Node” 

In contrast, the most active users in the Finnish dataset, such as 
xMUSTAFAORHANx (86 tweets) and AlanSalehzadeh (30 
tweets, ~7k network size), fit the profile of “elite/expert” opinion 
leaders. Their content was argumentative, unique to each post, 
and heavily integrated with the broader geopolitical context.

Excerpt (Finland): Tasan 70 vuotta sitten Turkki liittyi 
Natoon. Turkki on Nato:n selkäranka.

(Translation: Exactly 70 years ago, Turkey joined NATO. 
Turkey is the backbone of NATO.)

This example clearly demonstrates the user engaging in high‐ 
level alliance politics and historical context, consistent with ex
pert/institutional signaling and contextual commentary rather 
than the activist grievance frame seen in the Swedish data.

Unlike the Swedish spam activists, these users utilized the 
platform to engage in substantive debate regarding the defini
tion of terrorism and alliance politics. Together, the profiling is 
consistent with a cross‐national difference in apex actor com
position: Sweden's most prolific accounts are more campaign‐ 
style and repetitive, while Finland's include more expert/insti
tutional voices alongside activist participation.

5.4 | Stance and Framing Analysis: Substantive 
Convergence, Communicative Divergence 

To address the important question of whether the cross‐national 
divergence documented in the preceding sections reflects gen
uine disagreement over NATO accession or primarily different 

communicative repertoires applied to broadly similar substan
tive positions, a supplementary content analysis was conducted 
on a stratified subsample of crisis‐period tweets (January 
2022–May 2023), coding for both stance toward NATO accession 
and discursive framing mode.

5.4.1 | Sampling and Coding Procedure 

A stratified sample was drawn from each national dataset to 
ensure representation of both high‐volume users (who dis
proportionately shape discourse structure) and the broader 
participant population. For Sweden, the sample comprised 50 
randomly selected tweets from the highest‐volume user 
(OveTollerz, N = 1781), all tweets from the next four most active 
users (n = 135), and 100 randomly sampled tweets from the 
remaining participants, yielding a total of 285 tweets. For Fin
land, all tweets from the five most active users (n = 188) were 
included alongside 100 randomly sampled tweets from the 
remaining participants, yielding 288 tweets. After removing off‐ 
topic content (e.g., Finnish tweets referring to turkki as “fur” 
that escaped the semantic cleaning), the final coded sample 
comprised 282 Swedish and 285 Finnish tweets.

Each tweet was coded along two dimensions. First, the stance 
toward NATO accession was classified as pro‐accession 
(explicitly supporting membership, expressing frustration at 
Turkey's blocking of the application, or criticizing domestic 
actors for impeding accession), anti‐accession (explicitly 
opposing NATO membership), or non‐positional (discussing 
Turkey or NATO dynamics without expressing a clear stance on 
accession itself). Second, the discursive framing mode was 
classified as adversarial‐blame (attacks on named political ac
tors, demands for resignation, and partisan mobilization against 
domestic opponents), analytical‐informational (geopolitical 
analysis, historical contextualization, and strategic reasoning), 
mobilizational (explicit calls to collective action), or expressive‐ 
evaluative (opinion expression, emotional reactions, or com
mentary without fitting the above categories). Coding followed 
a keyword‐assisted protocol with manual verification of 
ambiguous cases.

5.4.2 | Findings: Stance Toward NATO Accession 

The stance distribution reveals a striking convergence in sub
stantive political orientation across the two countries. Table 3
reports the results.

Anti‐accession sentiment is virtually absent in both national 
samples: only three Swedish tweets (1.1%) and zero Finnish 
tweets expressed opposition to NATO membership. The domi
nant stance in both countries is non‐positional, with users 
discussing Turkey's geopolitical role, the accession process, or 
bilateral relations without explicitly endorsing or opposing 
membership. Where an explicit stance is articulated, it is 
overwhelmingly pro‐accession in both cases.

The higher proportion of explicitly pro‐accession tweets in the 
Swedish sample (28.7% vs 12.6%) is largely attributable to the 
activity of high‐volume users. Among Swedish top users, 38.0% 
of tweets were coded as pro‐accession, compared to 11.2% 
among general participants. In Finland, the pattern is reversed: 
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general participants were more likely to express explicit pro‐ 
accession stances (27.8%) than top users (9.0%), whose output 
leaned toward non‐positional geopolitical commentary.

These findings indicate that the two publics did not diverge in 
their substantive orientation toward NATO accession. The crisis 
discourse in both countries was broadly compatible with 
accession, and genuine opposition was negligible. The diver
gence documented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2, therefore, cannot be 
attributed to different levels of political contestation over the 
accession question itself.

5.4.3 | Findings: Discursive Framing Mode 

While stance converges, the framing analysis reveals a pro
nounced cross‐national divergence in communicative reper
toire. Table 4 reports the distribution of framing modes.

The framing distributions are nearly inverted along the 
adversarial‐blame and analytical‐informational dimensions. In the 
Swedish sample, 23.4% of tweets employ adversarial‐blame fram
ing by attacking named politicians (particularly Prime Minister 
Andersson), demanding resignations, and attributing the stalled 
accession to domestic political failures. Only 2.8% of Swedish 
tweets adopt an analytical‐informational frame. In Finland, the 
pattern reverses: 30.5% of tweets engage in geopolitical analysis, 
historical contextualization, and strategic reasoning about Turkey's 
NATO role, while only 2.1% employ adversarial‐blame framing. 
This divergence is highly significant (χ2 = 117.40, p < 0.001).

The cross‐tabulation of stance and framing (Table 5) reveals a 
further structural pattern: in Sweden, pro‐accession tweets are 
predominantly expressed through adversarial‐blame framing 
(52 of 81 pro‐accession tweets, 64.2%), whereas in Finland, pro‐ 
accession tweets lean toward analytical‐informational framing 
(19 of 36, 52.8%). This suggests that even when users in both 
countries share the same substantive position, such as support 
for NATO membership, they articulate it through markedly 
different communicative repertoires.

5.4.4 | Interpretation: The Cultural Filter as Framing Selector 

The stance and framing analysis provides direct evidence that 
the cross‐national divergence documented in this study is not a 

product of differing political positions on NATO accession. Both 
publics were broadly aligned in favoring membership, and 
substantive opposition was negligible. What diverged was not 
what was said, but how it was said.

In Sweden's conflict‐oriented political culture, even a widely 
shared position such as the support for NATO was channeled 
through adversarial‐blame framing that personalized the issue, 
targeting Prime Minister Andersson and the Social Democrats 
as obstacles to accession. This framing strategy is consistent 
with the broadcast‐oriented, structurally concentrated commu
nication pattern documented in Section 5.1: high‐volume users 
amplified a repetitive adversarial message, producing the oli
garchic output distribution captured by the Gini coefficient.

In Finland's consensus‐oriented political culture, the same pro‐ 
accession orientation was expressed through analytical‐ 
informational framing: contextualizing Turkey's geopolitical 
position, referencing historical alliances, and evaluating strate
gic trade‐offs. This framing aligns with the more distributed, 
address‐oriented communicative ecology observed in the 
Finnish data.

These findings refine the cultural filter argument by specifying 
its mechanism of action more precisely. The cultural filter does 
not primarily select which positions enter the digital public 
sphere; in a context of broad elite and public consensus, the 
substantive range of opinion may be narrow in both countries. 
Rather, the cultural filter operates as a framing selector: it 
shapes the communicative repertoires through which shared 
positions are enacted on the platform. In conflict‐oriented cul
tures, platform affordances are mobilized for adversarial attri
bution; in consensus‐oriented cultures, the same affordances 
support analytical deliberation. The platform provides the 
infrastructure; the cultural filter determines the genre of its use.

6 | Discussion 

The findings of this study reveal two core insights. First, despite 
operating within the same platform architecture and experien
cing the same geopolitical crisis, Sweden and Finland produced 
radically divergent digital public spheres. Second, these diver
gences emerged not from technological differences but from 

TABLE 3 | Stance toward NATO accession by country (stratified sample, January 2022–May 2023).

Pro‐accession Anti‐accession Non‐positional Total χ2

Sweden 81 (28.7%) 3 (1.1%) 198 (70.2%) 282 26.11***
Finland 36 (12.6%) 0 (0.0%) 249 (87.4%) 285

Source: Author's own work. 
***p < 0.001. χ2 test across all three stance categories.

TABLE 4 | Discursive framing mode by country (stratified sample, January 2022–May 2023).

Adversarial‐blame Analytical informational Expressive‐evaluative Mobilizational χ2

Sweden 66 (23.4%) 8 (2.8%) 203 (72.0%) 5 (1.8%) 117.40***
Finland 6 (2.1%) 87 (30.5%) 190 (66.7%) 2 (0.7%)

Source: Author's own work. 
***p < 0.001. χ2 test across all four framing categories.
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culturally mediated communicative practices that shaped how 
platform affordances were enacted. The Swedish data sphere 
materialized as a structurally oligarchic, broadcast‐oriented 
network driven by counter‐public activism, whereas the Finnish 
data sphere maintained a more distributed, elite‐centered 
ecology with higher address/coordination proxies. These 
results extend research on networked publics (Boyd 2010), 
affective publics (Papacharissi 2015), and platform logic (van 
Dijck and Poell 2013) by demonstrating that platform effects are 
conditional on the sociocultural contexts through which users 
interpret and mobilize affordances. In short, the study indicates 
that technology provides the architecture, but culture scripts the 
interaction.

These patterns challenge deterministic assumptions in political 
communication research. If platform affordances were the 
principal architects of digital discourse, Sweden and Finland 
would have exhibited convergent communicative structures 
during the NATO crisis. Instead, the dramatic divergence sup
ports the argument that national political cultures function as a 
circuit breaker, overriding or redirecting the algorithmic ten
dencies of the platform (Wahl‐Jorgensen 2019). The study's 
findings also align with arguments that digital tools reshape 
mobilization by lowering participation and coordination barri
ers, allowing intense activity by a committed minority to gen
erate outsized public visibility (Tufekci 2014). The digital public 
sphere is therefore not a universal construct, nor an inevitable 
product of platform design; it is shaped by the sociocultural 
infrastructures into which platforms are embedded.

The supplementary stance and framing analysis provides 
further precision to this argument. By demonstrating that 
anti‐accession sentiment was virtually absent in both coun
tries, while the framing of pro‐accession positions diverged 
sharply, such as the adversarial‐blame in Sweden and the 
analytical‐informational in Finland, the analysis establishes 
that the cultural filter operates not by selecting which sub
stantive positions enter the digital public sphere but by 
shaping the communicative repertoire through which shared 
positions are enacted. This finding aligns directly with the 
distinct political‐cultural trajectories outlined: Sweden's par
tisan contestation over the NATO reversal invited adversarial 
attribution even from users who supported accession, while 
Finland's elite consensus channeled the same pro‐accession 
orientation through analytical and deliberative registers. The 
divergence is thus simultaneously substantively convergent 
and communicatively divergent, a pattern that would remain 

invisible without attending to the cultural infrastructure that 
mediates platform use.

6.1 | Interpreting the Divergence: Diaspora 
versus Consensus 

The Swedish pattern does not indicate a failure of government 
communication but rather reflects the composition of Sweden's 
broader civil society. Sweden hosts several politically active dia
sporic communities that have historically used digital media to 
internationalize their causes and mobilize transnational support 
(Baser 2015). The high‐volume spam‐activism observed in the da
taset is consistent with established diasporic repertoires of conten
tion, where visibility, repetition, and agenda‐setting take precedence 
over deliberation or persuasion (Candidatu et al. 2019). These 
dynamics align with the logic of connective action (Bennett and 
Segerberg 2012), in which loosely coordinated individuals mobilize 
platform affordances for rapid and personalized broadcasting. These 
trends contributed to the emergence of an oligarchic network 
structure dominated by a small number of hyperactive accounts, 
displaying the rich‐get‐richer dynamics characteristic of scale‐free 
networks (Barabási and Albert 1999). This contrast also reflects how 
online civic engagement spans distinct modes of participation, from 
contentious activism to more institution‐facing or discussion‐ 
oriented practices (Freelon 2014).

In contrast, Finland's restrained digital sphere reflects the 
durability of its foreign‐policy consensus. Historically shaped by 
its geopolitical proximity to Russia, Finnish political culture 
values cohesion in security matters and relies heavily on expert 
intermediaries (Arter 2013, 2023). One plausible interpretation 
is that Finland's security consensus and deference to expertise 
may help explain why the observed affordance‐use patterns are 
more interaction/coordination‐oriented: even high‐volume 
users adhered to practices of referencing, tagging, and sub
stantive commentary rather than broadcasting. This aligns with 
Humprecht et al. (2020) identification of resilient information 
environments, where strong trust in public institutions miti
gates the centrifugal forces of polarization.

6.2 | Theoretical Contribution: The Cultural 
Circuit Breaker 

The study advances theories of platformed polarization by 
demonstrating that platform logic is conditional, not universal. 

TABLE 5 | Cross‐tabulation of stance and framing mode by country.

Adversarial‐blame Analytical Expressive Mobilizational

Panel A: Sweden (n = 282)
Pro‐accession 52 1 25 3
Anti‐accession 1 0 2 0
Non‐positional 13 7 176 2

Panel B: Finland (n = 285)
Pro‐accession 1 19 16 0
Non‐positional 5 68 174 2

Source: Author's own work.
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While prior scholarship emphasizes how social media archi
tecture amplifies virality, affect, and popularity (van Dijck and 
Poell 2013; Papacharissi 2015), these findings show that such 
amplifications are filtered through culturally grounded com
municative norms.

Across the two cases, the results align with the three observable 
signatures specified by the cultural filter: apex actor authori
zation differs (activist amplification vs. expert/institutional 
signaling), affordance enactment differs (@mentions and 
#hashtags), and concentration couples with broadcasting more 
strongly in Sweden than in Finland. The mechanism interpre
tation would be weaker if these differences disappeared under 
tail removal or if enactment patterns converged under identical 
platform conditions, neither of which is supported by the 
observed sensitivity patterns.

In conflict‐oriented political cultures, platform dynamics can 
function as an amplifier, enabling a small cohort of users to 
dominate discursive space (Tufekci 2017). In consensus‐ 
oriented cultures, the platform's polarizing tendencies en
counter a circuit breaker, where trust norms, elite authority, 
and communicative discipline interrupt the feedback loops that 
typically drive digital polarization.

This reframes the study of digital publics by proposing that 
platform effects must be theorized as enacted affordances, 
shaped by culturally specific interpretations of what it means to 
speak, contest, or deliberate in public.

Taken together, these patterns reveal a coherent sociotechnical 
mechanism that integrates structure, behavior, and culture 
within a single explanatory model. The cultural filter shapes 
how political communication norms guide the enactment of 
platform affordances, which in turn produce distinct structural 
and behavioral configurations in the digital public sphere. In 
Sweden, norms that legitimize adversarial visibility and activist 
amplification led users to actualize affordances in ways that 
rewarded volume, generating a structurally oligarchic and 
broadcast‐oriented network. In Finland, norms of consensus‐ 
seeking and elite deference oriented users toward affordances 
that enable referencing, coordination, and dialogic interaction, 
resulting in an egalitarian structure and more address/ 
coordination‐oriented affordance use in the observed proxies. 
This structure–behavior coupling pathway demonstrates that 
digital publics are not dictated by platform design alone but 
emerge from the recursive interplay between cultural expecta
tions, affordance enactment, and network formation. The cul
tural filter thus provides the meso‐level mechanism that 
explains why identical technologies yield divergent communi
cative ecologies.

6.3 | Implications 

The study's findings challenge the applicability of one‐size‐fits‐ 
all digital communication strategies (Zerfass et al. 2018). In 
structurally oligarchic environments, strategic communication 
efforts should prioritize network resilience, identifying dis
proportionate high‐volume activity patterns and, where appro
priate, pursuing mitigation strategies consistent with platform 

policies and democratic safeguards, because such patterns can 
skew perceptions of issue salience and breadth of engagement 
in platform‐visible discourse.

The findings suggest that platform governance problems are not 
only content problems but ecology problems. When crisis dis
course becomes structurally concentrated and the apex is 
occupied by high‐volume amplifiers, the public sphere becomes 
vulnerable to discursive concentration, where perceived public 
opinion can be skewed by a small set of actors. This raises 
governance challenges for institutional crisis communication, 
including how to maintain informational equity and trust 
without inadvertently amplifying fringe agenda‐setting. Con
versely, when the apex is anchored by expert and institutional 
nodes, crisis governance benefits from a communicative ecology 
that supports referencing, coordination, and disciplined con
testation rather than volume‐based dominance.

In more distributed, elite‐centered environments, effective 
strategic communication centers on elite engagement. Here, the 
state serves as a primary provider of credible information, 
reinforcing existing discursive norms rather than attempting to 
counteract them. Substantive dialog and expert signaling, rather 
than amplification, constitute the communicative pathways of 
influence.

Beyond the Nordic case, this study demonstrates the value of 
integrating comparative political culture into computer‐ 
mediated communication research. By treating Sweden and 
Finland as a natural experiment, the analysis shows how 
national contexts mediate the enactment of universal platform 
affordances, yielding divergent communicative ecologies even 
under identical technological and geopolitical conditions. This 
suggests that future research should move toward comparative 
affordance studies, examining not only what platforms make 
possible but also how local norms shape the uptake, interpre
tation, and expression of those possibilities. This would also 
align with comparative work mapping how digital news and 
political infrastructures differ across democracies, despite 
shared technological conditions (Heft et al. 2020). Such an 
approach allows the field to move beyond the binary of platform 
determinism versus user agency toward a more nuanced un
derstanding of sociotechnical mediation in the networked 
public sphere.

7 | Conclusion 

The 2022 NATO applications of Sweden and Finland demon
strate that even under identical geopolitical pressures and 
platform conditions, digital public spheres can evolve in diver
gent ways. Rather than converging toward a shared communi
cative pattern, the two countries produced fundamentally 
different digital ecologies: Sweden exhibited a concentrated, 
broadcast‐leaning configuration in the activity distribution and 
interaction proxies dominated by hyperactive actors, while 
Finland maintained a more distributed, elite‐centered sphere 
with higher address/coordination proxies. These contrasting 
outcomes underscore that platform architectures alone do not 
determine public discourse; they are interpreted and enacted 
through the cultural and institutional contexts of their users.
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This study indicates that Sweden's crisis discourse took a more 
concentrated, campaign‐leaning output configuration, whereas 
Finland exhibited a more distributed structure with higher 
address/coordination proxies. Quantitative analysis revealed 
that the top 1% of users in Sweden controlled 34% of the dis
course, compared with 20% in Finland, pointing to a deeper 
cultural mediation of platform dynamics. The stance and 
framing analysis confirms that this divergence is communica
tive rather than substantive: both publics broadly supported 
NATO accession, but Swedish discourse channeled that support 
through adversarial‐blame framing, while Finnish discourse 
favored analytical‐informational framing. These findings chal
lenge deterministic assumptions about social media and high
light the importance of national political culture in shaping how 
affordances are actualized.

As geopolitical conflicts increasingly unfold online, under
standing these structural differences becomes essential. A 
nation's digital resilience is shaped not only by technological 
safeguards but also by the communicative norms embedded 
within its civil society. The Nordic case suggests that cohesive 
public spheres and strong consensus traditions can operate as a 
cultural firewall against the tendency of platform dynamics to 
reward high‐volume visibility and rapid signaling.

Beyond the Nordic context, this study offers a framework for a 
broader comparative agenda in computer‐mediated communi
cation research. The natural‐experiment logic used here, hold
ing platform design and geopolitical stimuli constant while 
allowing political culture to vary, can be extended to other 
regional clusters such as the Baltics, the Benelux countries, or 
Central and Eastern Europe. Such comparative work would help 
determine whether the patterns identified here are region‐ 
specific or reflect a more general phenomenon of culturally 
differentiated affordance enactment.

The findings also carry implications for platform governance. If 
national political cultures shape how users interpret and 
mobilize affordances, platform interventions should account for 
contextual variation rather than assuming uniform behavioral 
responses. Cross‐national internet policy research shows that 
institutional environments condition online outcomes, 
reinforcing the need for context‐sensitive governance ap
proaches (Min et al. 2021). Strategies tailored to network 
characteristics, such as monitoring the disproportionate influ
ence of super‐users in oligarchic environments or strengthening 
authoritative information flows in deliberative ones, may be 
more effective than standardized moderation or universal 
algorithmic adjustments.

This study demonstrates that digital publics do not emerge 
solely from the technological architecture of platforms. They are 
co‐produced by cultural, institutional, and historical forces that 
condition how affordances become meaningful in practice. 
Recognizing this interplay will be crucial for scholars, policy
makers, and platform designers seeking to navigate an era in 
which global technologies intersect with deeply national com
municative rhythms.

Ultimately, this article theorizes the cultural filter as the meso‐ 
level mechanism that links political communication norms to 

the enactment of platform affordances, producing distinct dig
ital public spheres even under identical technological and 
geopolitical conditions. By demonstrating that platform logic is 
conditional rather than universal, the study reframes how dig
ital publics should be understood, not as predictable outputs of 
algorithmic design, but as culturally situated ecologies shaped 
by historically sedimented communication practices. This re
conceptualization opens a new agenda for comparative 
research, inviting scholars to examine how different political 
cultures structure the uptake of affordances across regions, 
crises, and platforms. Future work should build on this 
approach to map the global diversity of digital publics and to 
identify the sociotechnical configurations that either amplify 
polarization or sustain deliberative resilience.
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